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Madam Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Marc Thalacker and I am the manager of the Three Sisters Irrigation District  in Oregon and am here on behalf of  the Oregon Water Resources Congress (OWRC). The OWRC is a statewide association founded in 1912 to represent local governments that supply water for irrigation, primarily irrigation districts and water control districts, and including member ports, other special districts and local governments.  The association represents the entities that operate water management systems, including water supply reservoirs, canals, pipeline, and hydropower production.  
OWRC strongly supports the reauthorization of the Fisheries Restoration and Irrigation Mitigation Act along with the amendments embodied in S. 3522.  We greatly appreciate the leadership efforts of Senators Wyden, Smith, Craig and Murray to continue this vital program for fish screening and passage in the Pacific Northwest.  We are joined in this support by our sister organizations in Idaho and Washington:  the Idaho Water Users Association and the Washington State Water Resources Association.
As one of the lead organizations with Congress to help create the Fish Restoration Irrigation Mitigation Act (FRIMA) in 2000, and with five years of experience of active involvement in the implementation of the program, OWRC strongly believes this has been one of the most successful programs for our members and for similar water supply entities in Idaho, Washington and Montana. 

FRIMA created a new Federal partnership fish screening and passage program in the Pacific Ocean Drainage areas of Oregon, Idaho, Washington and western Montana.  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service administers the program in partnership with state fishery agencies. 

Fish passage and fish screens have become critical to fishery protection. There are over 200 irrigation and water control districts in Oregon that provide water supplies to over one million acres of cropland in the state. Almost all of these districts are affected by either state or Federal Endangered Species Act lists of salmon and steelhead, bull trout, or other sensitive threatened or endangered species. This program, which is cost-shared on a 65% Federal/ 35% non-Federal basis, has been overwhelmingly supported by all involved. From a water user standpoint, it has been a success because: 1) it keeps protected fish species out of water canals and delivery systems and power generation facilities; 2) allows fish to be safely bypassed around reservoirs and facility structures; and 3) provides funding to local governments for construction of facilities to protect fish. 

The FRIMA program was authorized to receive $25 million a year, divided among the four states.  We have been disappointed that the Administration, through the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, has not requested funding for the FRIMA program in any of the five years since it was authorized.  Our members appreciate the limited funding Congress has written into the annual Interior Appropriations bills these several past years for the program.  As you can see from the attachment to my testimony, projects in Oregon have provided a much larger non-federal match than required and as a result have been able to maximize the limited FRIMA resources.  Further, much FRIMA’s success comes from the large proportion of the federal appropriations that is used for projects rather than for federal or state administrative costs.
SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON S. 3522

We are disappointed that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the partner in this effort, never produced the report called for in section 9 of P.L. 106-502 that would have recommended changes to the program based on experience in constructing projects under the Act. In lieu of that report, OWRC surveyed its membership and talked with our fellow partners and recommended changes that are incorporated in S.3522.  
Project Eligibility
Our members’ experience in defining the type of projects that provide the most cost-effective solution to needs has demonstrated that we no longer need to be concerned with the likelihood of very expensive solutions to problems. Reducing the cap on the size of the project, from $5 million to $2.5 million, is appropriate at this time.

As we understand the history of the original authorizing legislation, this program was intended for local governmental entities to carry out the work to mitigate the impacts of irrigation diversions on fish rather than face loss of their water if their facilities were not screened.  With that in mind, we also believe the original intent was to have the funding passed through to the states that would, in turn, provide the funding to the local governments.  It was never envisioned that the Federal government or the Tribes were to get part of the $25 million authorized per year, other than for the up to 6% of the funding to cover administrative expenses.
If it was determined that a project on Federal land or land in the Native American community is the most effective approach to addressing a fish-screening or fish passage problem in a system, the costs for those projects should be non-reimbursable. This was to provide the flexibility to use a common sense approach that would be environmentally, economically sound with regard to the facility that needed to be addressed in a watershed.
We do not believe Congress intended FRIMA be used by municipal, Federal or Tribal governments to fund their facilities.  While they may all have needs for this type of funding, the need for fish protection at irrigation diversions remains high and exceeds divertors’ ability to pay.  

Cost Sharing

We greatly appreciate codifying what is already in practice with respect to the use of Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) funding in the Pacific Northwest part, but not all, of the time.  There is a lack of consistency among federal programs with some allowing the use of BPA funding as local share to address fish and wildlife recovery, but not for FRIMA. This legislation makes clear that BPA funds, coming from ratepayers, should be considered non-federal share money. 

Federal Administrative Expenses
We believe that S. 3522 takes an appropriate step in addressing administrative expenses at the Federal and state level.  One of the strengths of the FRIMA program is the return on the Federal investment.  Part of this success can be attributed to the limited draw of the funding for administrative costs in order to ensure that most of the funding is used to build projects to protect fish.
The states do a tremendous amount of work as their part of the partnership including project review, ranking, and selection. Turning again to the history behind this legislation, there was a strong feeling that rather than have the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service incur an administrative activity, funding would pass through to the individual states who had a stronger understanding  and responsibility for the inventories on the need and priority for projects. Dividing the funding evenly with the states helps ensure the collective effort is never put at risk because of unforeseen circumstances at the state level and recognizes the role the states play in the FRIMA partnership.
We think the graduated levels that determine administrative costs based on Federal appropriation levels is the type of incentive-based approach that sends a signal for all to understand.  This graduated administrative allocation reflects the fact that as more money is appropriated, the time required for Federal and state program administration will expand.  
Technical assistance requested by a project sponsor after receiving a grant is one thing; technical assistance designed to recruit and assist potential project sponsors is quite different.  That kind of recruitment and assistance is part of the administration of the program and should fall under the administrative expense provisions, not be handled outside that limitation.  To do otherwise limits the funding available for actual projects.

We do agree that technical assistance provided by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at the request of the local government grantee should not be part of the administrative expenses for the agency. Such technical assistance should be part of the overall project costs and be subject all the other requirements under FRIMA including local match.
Given the critical need for on-the-ground work under this program, and the history of limited funding, there is an important need for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to understand the intent of the program to provide for projects that protect fish rather than cover federal administrative and staff costs.  
Expansion of the FRIMA Program

While the report prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is not the report called for in the authorizing legislation, it does, nevertheless, provide an excellent overview to the projects built using FRIMA funding. We encourage the Committee Members to look at this report with regard to the accomplishments of the program in the four respective states. 
A lot has been accomplished with little funding, but a greater good could occur if the Service requested the funding authorized. Before any thought is given of expanding the program beyond its originally authorized purpose, the total work program as identified by the state inventories needs to be completed.  Those inventories indicate a need for irrigation diversion mitigation that continues to exceed the available funding. 
We strongly believe that the success of the FRIMA program as evidenced by projects that have been built and the partnerships that have developed provide the justification for the continuation of this program through year 2012.

CONCLUSION

OWRC is asking Congress to continue to improve conditions for threatened and endangered fish species in Oregon and the rest of the Pacific Northwest by passing this legislation into law and reauthorizing the FRIMA program. We strongly support the improvements to the program as contained in S. 3522. We would also ask that even though this is the authorizing committee, you let the Appropriation Committees know of the importance of this program and how non-controversial and successful the effort has been with the limited resources that have been provided. .  
Oregon's FRIMA Project Benefits

The following are examples of how Oregon has used some of its FRIMA money:

Santiam Water Control District Project: fishscreen project on a large 1050 cfs multipurpose water diversion project on the Santiam River (Willamette Basin) near Stayton, Oregon. Partners are the Santiam Water Control District, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, Marion Soil and Water Conservation District, and the City of Stayton

Approved FRIMA funding of $400,000 leverages a $1,200,000 project. 

Species benefited include winter steelhead, spring Chinook, rainbow trout, and cutthroat trout.

South Fork Little Butte Creek: fishscreen and fish passage project on a 65 cfs

irrigation water diversion in the Rogue River Basin near Medford, Oregon. Partners are the Medford Irrigation District and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

Approved FRIMA funding is $372,000 and leverages a $580,000 total project cost. Species benefited include listed summer and winter steelhead, Coho salmon, and cutthroat trout.

Running Y (Geary Diversion) Project: fishscreen project on a 60 cfs irrigation water diversion in the upper Klamath Basin near Klamath Falls, Oregon. Partners are the Wocus Drainage District, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Jeld-Wen Ranches. 

Approved FRIMA funding of $44,727 leveraged a total project cost of $149,000. 

Species benefited included listed red-band trout and short-nosed sucker.

Lakeshore Gardens Project: fishscreen project on a 2 cfs irrigation water diversion in the upper Klamath Basin near Klamath Falls, Oregon. Partners are the Lakeshore Gardens Drainage District and Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

Approved FRIMA funding is $5,691, leveraging a total project cost of $18,970. 

Species benefited include red-band trout, short-nosed sucker and Lost River sucker.

Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife Inventory Project: an inventory to be conducted by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife to identify FRIMA-eligible passage and screening projects within the Rogue and Klamath basins of southwestern

Oregon. 

Approved FRIMA funding is $76,000. Estimated total project cost is $125,000.

WHY FUND NOW

Dollar-for-dollar, providing screening and fish passage at diversions is one of the most cost--effective uses of restoration dollars, creating fishery protection at low cost, with low risk and significant benefits. That is why it is important that this program be funded now.

We urge the full authorization funding for FY 2007 and urge Congress' oversight in encouraging the Service to budget for this successful program in the future.

